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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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1)E3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 28 May 2003 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 
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4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Amendment 

This action is in response to the Applicants' amendment B, paper number 1 1 , 
filed on May 28, 2003. Claims 1 7-25 are pending and will be considered for 
examination. 



Claim 22 and 23 are objected to because of the following informalities: These 
claims recite the limitations "said class relationships" and "said attribute relationships" 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for these limitations in the claims. Appropriate 
correction is required. 



The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 19, 23, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claims contain subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventors, at the time the application 



Claim Objections 




Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 
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Referring to claim 19, this claim recites the negative limitation "...not normally 
accessible..." There is no support for this limitation in the Applicants' specification. 

Referring to claims 23 and 25, these claims recite the limitations "...said attribute 
relationships are between a leaf class and an attribute" and "...said value relationships 
are between an attribute and a value of the attribute" respectively. There is no support 
for these limitations in the Applicants' specification. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 19, 23, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraphias 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Referring to claim 19, this claim recites the limitation "...not normally 
accessible..." This limitation is a relative limitation which renders the claim indefinite. 
The Examiner notes that either a database is accessible or it is not accessible to a user. 
The limitation "...not normally accessible..." is a purely subjective limitation that is not 
defined by the claim or the specification. Furthermore, one of ordinary skill in the art 
would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. For examination 
purposes, the Examiner will assume that the database is accessible to the user since 
even a database which is "not normally accessible" is at some point accessible to a 
user. 
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Referring to claim 23, this claim recites the limitation "...said attribute 
relationships are between a leaf class and an attribute." It is unclear to the Examiner 
what this limitation means. The specification does not provide an adequate description 
of this limitation. Therefore, an art rejection of claim 23 has been withheld pending 
clarification of the 112 rejections. 

Referring to claim 25, this claim recites the limitation "...said value relationships 
are between an attribute and a value of the attribute." It is unclear to the Examiner what 
this limitation means. The specification does not provide an adequate description of this 
limitation. Therefore, an art rejection of claim 25 has been withheld pending clarification 
of the 112 rejections. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claims 17-20, 22, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Erickson (US Patent 6,014,644) in view of 
http://www.research.ibm.com/iournal/sj/361/srinivasan.html "Object persistence 
in object-oriented applications" hereinafter referred to as IBM. 

Referring to claims 17 and 18, Erickson teaches a procurement system for a 
buyer to purchase a desired item said system comprising: a first catalog database 
accessible to said buyer (column 8, lines 28-30; Figure 1 , item "18") and a second 
catalog database (column 8, lines 28-30; Figure 1, item "16"). Erickson does not teach 
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that the first database lacks the desired item. However, Erickson teaches that the buyer 
may search the first or second database to identify suppliers that offer goods of interest 
to the buyer (column 8, lines 28-30, lines 51-67; column 12, line 58 - column 13, line 1). 
Furthermore, the first and second databases do not contain the same data because the 
buyers and suppliers are allowed to add data into the databases (column 3, lines 13-42; 
column 7, line 46 - column 8, line 27). Finally, Erickson teaches that mechanisms are 
needed to keep the first and second databases synchronized (column 1 1 , lines 51-56; 
column 12, lines 30-35). Therefore, the feature that the first database lacks a desired 
item is inherent in the system of Erickson. One of ordinary skill in the art would realize 
that because Erickson places no restriction on when the buyers and suppliers can add 
data into the databases that these databases will be out of sync at some point (i.e. there 
will be data in one database that does not exist in the other database). Thus, Erickson 
repeatedly stresses the need to keep the databases synchronized. However, Erickson 
teaches the databases are synchronized on a periodic basis (column 12, lines 9-12; 
column 17, lines 51-55). Therefore there will be times when the databases are out of 
sync. Erickson does not teach that each unique item stored within the first and second 
catalog databases is identified with respect to class, attribute, and value relationships. 
However, IBM teaches an object-oriented database model that allows data to be 
captured and stored in a database using object-oriented principles (page 2, paragraph 
2; page 3, paragraph 4; page 4, paragraphs 3 and 4). Furthermore, IBM teaches that 
object-oriented database management systems (OODBMS) use class, attribute, and 
value relationships to store and identify items with a database (page 6, Table 1"; pages 
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7 and 8, "Complex objects"; page 12, "Encapsulation"; page 13, "Inheritance"; Figures 3 
and 4). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, to incorporate the teachings of IBM into the system of 
Erickson. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so in order to 
avoid the impedance mismatch that exists with relation data models and databases, as 
taught by IBM (page 4, paragraph 4 - page 5, paragraph 2). Erickson does not teach 
an item selection procedure that relies on said relationships to search for the desired 
item within the second database when it is not located within the first database. 
However, IBM teaches that object-oriented databases have an Object Query Language 
(OQL) that allows for searching a database (page 4, paragraph 1 ). Therefore it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, 
to incorporate OQL of IBM into the system of Erickson. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to do so in order to efficiently search an object-oriented 
database. Likewise, searching the second database when an item is not located within 
the first database would also have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention because Erickson teaches that a buyer can search both the first and 
second databases. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so in order to search 
both databases. 

Referring to claims 19 and 20, Erickson teaches a special requisition identifying 
the desired item (column 1 3, lines 30-38; column 1 4, line 56 - column 1 5, line 1 1 ). 
Erickson does not teach that the requisition uses said class, attribute, and value 
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relationships. However, IBM teaches that object-oriented databases have an Object 
Query Language (OQL) that allows for searching a database (page 4, paragraph 1). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to incorporate OQL of IBM into the system of Erickson. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so in order to efficiently search 
an object-oriented database. Erickson also teaches a master database (Figure 1 , items 
"16", "20") including the desired item, said special requisition being used to search for 
the desired item in the master database (column 13, lines 30-38; column 14, line 56 - 
column 15, line 11). Erickson also teaches forwarding the special requisition to a 
supplier who provides the desired item (column 13, lines 30-38; column 14, line 56 - 
column 1 5, line 1 1 ; column 1 5, lines 30-35). Erickson does not teach that the 
databases are not updated according to said class, attribute, and value relationships. 
However, Erickson places no restriction on when the buyers and suppliers can add data 
into the databases. Therefore, the decision not to update a database would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made. 
Applicants have not disclosed that not updating a database provides an advantage, is 
used for a particular purpose or solves a stated problem. Furthermore, one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have expected Applicants' invention to perform equally well with the 
teachings of Erickson and IBM because the decision to update or not update a 
database does not affect the system of the prior art in any way. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art to modify the prior art to obtain the 
invention as specified in the claims. 
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Referring to claim 22, Erickson does not teach that the class relationships are 
hierarchical among classes. However, IBM teaches that object-oriented databases use 
principles of object-oriented programming such as inheritance which provides for a 
hierarchy among classes (page 13, paragraphs 2 and 3). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to 
incorporate the teachings of IBM into the system of Erickson. One of ordinary skill in 
the art would have been motivated to do so in order to efficiently search and maintain 
an object-oriented database. 

Referring to claim 24, Erickson and IBM do not teach that the attributes comprise 
static, differentiating, and dynamic. However, at the time the invention was made, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate these features 
into the cited prior art. Applicant has not disclosed that static, differentiating, and 
dynamic attributes provide an advantage, are used for a particular purpose or solve a 
stated problem. Furthermore, one of ordinary skill in the art would have expected 
Applicants' invention to perform equally well with the teachings of the cited prior art 
because any item has data associated with it which describes the item uniquely. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art to modify the 
cited prior art to obtain the invention as specified in the claims. 

Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Erickson (US Patent 6,014,644) in view of 

http://www.research.ibm.com/iournal/si/361/srinivasan.html "Object persistence 



Application/Control Number: 09/604,472 Page 9 

Art Unit: 3625 

in object-oriented applications" hereinafter referred to as IBM and further in view 
of Official Notice. 

The cited prior art does not teach that a search engine performs the item 
selection procedure (i.e. database query). However, Official Notice is taken that it is old 
and well known in the art to use a search engine to search a database. Therefore it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was 
made, to incorporate a search engine into the system of Erickson and IBM. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so in order to provide a user 
with a user-friendly interface for searching a database. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 17-21 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Naeem Haq whose telephone number is (703)-305- 
3930. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeff A. Smith can be reached on (703)-308-3588. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Naeem Haq, Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 3625 



March 22, 2004 




